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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Faculty Minutes
1969-70

TBE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
September 15, 1969
To:

All Members of the Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

First Meeting of University Faculty

The first 1969-70 meeting of the University Faculty will be held
T~esday, September 23, l!!_ 3:30 ~ · i n ~ Kiva. Normally the
first meeting is not held until November, but the Faculty will
recall its earlier decision to certify degree candidates at the
end of each semester and the summer session, and this meeting is
essentially for the purpose of approving the names of those who
completed their academic requirements at the end of the summer
session just past.
Additionally, there is an agenda item held over from last spring
the report on R.O.T.C. -- and there are three items of new business.
The Policy Committee plans to present its proposed recommendations
for Faculty Constitution amendments at the October 14 meeting.
We will plan monthly meetings, as usual, for the second Tuesday of
the month, and the next regular meeting will be on October 14.
Items for the agenda should reach me no later than October 6.
The agenda for the September 23 meeting will include the following
items:
1.

Recommendation of 1969 summer candidates for degrees -- Dean
Wollman, Arts and Sciences; Dean Dove, Engineering; Dean )::.e~Jc_,;J
ii:,5£ t ~, Education; Dean Adams, Fine Arts; Dean Rehder,
If ___ _
Business and Administrative Sciences; Dean Murray, Nursing;
t... ~ /
Acting D ~ ~.L- Pharmacy; Dr. Huber, University College:~
~ "p'Vr,<1
and Dean ~·~
(List to be distributed
~~.r
4 Graduate School.
at meeting.)
J

2.

Nominations by the Policy Committee to fill vacancies on
standing committees -- Professor Antreasian.

3.

Minor revisions -- for clarification -- in Academic Freedom
and Tenure Policy -- Professor Green. (Statement attached.)

4.

Report of Ad Hoc Committee for the Review of R.O.T.C. at
the University -- Professor Thorson.
(Statement attached.)

5.

Resolution:
(Attached.)

Also attached:

"Actions Concerning the New Mexico Quarterly."

Summarized minutes of the meetings of April 25,
May 13, May 2-0, ·_and June 4, 1969
Voting Faculty List

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
September 23, 1969
(Summarized Minutes)
The September 23, 1969, meeting of the University Faculty was called
to order by President Heady at 3:35 p.m., with a quorum present.
In accordance with an earlier decision by the Faculty to certify
degree candidates at the end of each regular semester and the summer
session, a list of the names of those who completed their academic
requirements as of the end of the 1969 summer session was distributed.
Candidates for bachelors' degrees in the College of Arts and Sciences
were presented by Dean Wollman: in the College of Engineering by
Assistant Dean Grace: in the College of Education by Assistant Dean
Keppers; in the College of Fine Arts, Dean Adams: in the School of
Business and Administrative Sciences, Dean Rehder: in the College of
Nursing, Dean Murray; in the College of Pharmacy, Acting Dean Stahl;
in the University College (for the B.U.S. degree), Dr. Huber: in the
School of Law, Dean Christopher. Candidates for masters' and
doctors' degrees in the Graduate School were presented by Assistant
Dean Moellenberg. The Faculty thereupon voted to recommend the list
of candidates to the Regents for the awarding of the respective
degrees.
Professor Antreasian, for the Policy Committee, recommended the
following as replacements on standing committees: Professor Gevirtz
for Professor Crow on the Student Radio Board, and Professor Elston
for Professor Jonas on the Publications Committee. The Faculty
approved these recommendations.
Professor Green, on behalf of the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, proposed two minor revisions -- for purposes of clarification -- in the Academic Freedom and Tenure Policy. The first, in
the preamble of Section 3, made it clear that appointment to the
rank of lecturer does not involve probationary status; the second,
in Section 3(c) changed the wording to read, " •..• The running of
the probationary period shall, however, be suspended when a faculty
member is on leave of absence for work on an advanced degree and may
be susFended in cases where an absence from campus would demonstrably
interfere with the proper evaluation •••• " These proposed revisions
were approved.
Professor Thorson, chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee for the Review
of the Role of R.O.T.C. at the University, presented the Committee's
report and recommendations. The following resolution, proposed by
Professor Walker, did not come to a vote:
"Because of its primary
commitment to the United States Government, the R.O.T.C. program is
inconsistent with the function of a university. Therefore, the
Faculty resolves that that program shall be discontinued at the
University of New Mexico." After considerable discussion, the
Faculty, by a vote of 128 to 52, approved the Committee's report
and adopted its recommendations, it being agreed that the Curricula
Committee, rather than the Office of the Academic Vice President, is
to be charged with periodic review of the R.O.T.C. curricula.

The following resolution relative to the New Mexico Quarterly,
signed by Professors Hoyt, H. Rhodes, Sickels, Parker, Ikle, Zavadil,
Drummond, Howarth, Bryant, Adams, McRae, and Bunting, was presented
to the Faculty:
"l.

The Faculty strongly expresses its concern about the
decision against distribution of the final issue of
the New Mexico Quarterly and cindorses the proceedings
which are under way through appropriate committees of
the Faculty to request reconsideration of the matter
by the Regents.

"2.

The Faculty affirms its intention to keep this matter
under active consideration pending satisfactory
resolution."

Professor Cottrell confirmed the fact that the Policy Committee had
requested a rehearing of the matter by the Regents and that the
Regents had acknowledged the request and awaited the Policy
Committee's presentation. After general discussion, the Faculty
approved the resolution.
The meeting adjourned at 5:17 p.m.
John N. Durrie, Secretary

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
September 23, 1969

The September 23, 1969 meeting of the University
Faculty was called to order by President Heady at 3:35
p.m., with a quorum present.
PRESIDENT HEADY
Like to call the meeting to order.
The notice of the meeting indicated that we do not usually have a meeting in the fall until sometime in
November. This year, for the first time, we have a
particular need for an earlier meeting since the faculty
last year agreed to certify degree candidates at the
end of the semester of the regular year and also at the
end of the summer session, so this meeting is initially
for the purpose of considering the names of those who
have completed their academic requirements as of the
end of the summer session this year.
I would say that since we are off to a fast start
generally, in the academic year, that maybe it's
appropriate to have an early faculty meeting, too.
I would like to call your attention to the voting
P-.!J. e t} <l! fl/..
list which was circulated with t h e ~ and ask~ if there
are any corrections any of you have noted that should be
made on that list, that you please notify Mr. Durrie,
the University Secretary.
Also, I would like to recall that last year the
Standing
Rule re
faculty adopted a provision for student non-voting
Adjournrnen
participation and I want to welcome those who are here
today in that capacity. Also I think it would be a good
idea to remind you that at one of the late meetings last
spring the faculty adopted a new standing rule, which, as
I understand it, says that the meeting shall be scheduled
for two hours and at the end of two hours there will be
an adjournment to a subsequent time if the agenda is not

9-23-69

P.

2

finished, unless those present extend the meeting for
thirty minutes by -a two-thirds majority.
So in the
event that we are still in session about five thirty,
as I understand, my duty as presiding office is to
remind you of that provision and invoke it, if necessary.
0

The first item is the recommendation for 1969
summer candidates for degrees, and I will call on t he
deans to make motions on this.
I hope each of you, as
you came in, picked up a copy of the degree list that
was available at the door.
If you don't have it, raise
your hand and we will get it to you .

Candidates
for
Degrees

First, Dean Wollman, College of Arts and Sciences.
DEAN WOLLMAN
Mr . President, the : s tudents listed
on the first two and a half pages of the certified list
have completed their requirements in the College of
Arts and Sciences for Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of
Science, and Bachelor of Science in Medical Technology .
I move that the faculty approve their degree and recommend of their names to the Regents for awarding that
degree.
HEADY

Is there a second?

PROFESSOR SEIDLER

Second.

HEADY
The motion is moved and seconded. All
those in favor signify by saying "aye". Those opposed,
"no". The motion is carried.
Now engineering, Dean Dove.
PROFESSOR GRACE
He's in a meeting.
I would like
to move that the faculty recommend the granting of the
degrees for the College of Engineering.
FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY
The motion is made and seconded. All those
in favor signify by saying "aye". Opposed, "no". The
motion is carried.
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Dean Lawrence is away and I believe Dean Keppers
is going to appear for Education.
DEAN KEPPERS
Candidates for degrees in the
College of Education are listed at the beginning of the
bottom of page three, pages four and five, and the top
of page six. Upon behalf of the College of Education
faculty I move that the students listed be approved and
be recommended to the Board of Regents for awarding of
the appropriate degrees.
HEADY

Is there a second?

(FACULTY MEMBERS SECOND.)
HEADY
opposed "no".

Any discussion? Those in favor say "aye";
The motion is carried.

Dean Adams, College of Fine Arts.
DEAN ADAMS
Candidates for degrees from the College
of Fine Arts are listed on page six. These candidates
have completed their studies and have completed the requirements for bachelor degrees as listed. I move that
this faculty approve these students and recommend them
to the Regents for the granting of the degrees.
SEIDLER
HEADY
opposed "no".

Second.
Those in favor please say "aye"; those
The motion is carried .

Dean Dove, tardiness is a fault, and you missed
your opportunity.
DEAN DOVE
hopefully.

I may have another chance next year,

HEADY
Next is Dean R)hder, College of Business
and Administrative Sciences. I think this. is Dean
Rehder's first appearance here and I would like towelcome him to the faculty.
DEAN REHDER
Thank you, President Heady. The
candidates for the Bachelor of Business Administration
degree, the School of Business and Administrative
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Science, are listed on page six.
I move that this
faculty approve these students who have satisfactorily
completed their requirements for this degree and
reconunend their approval to the Board of Regents.
HEADY

Second to that motion?

(THEREUPON, there were several seconds.)

"no".

HEADY
Those in favor p lease say "aye"; opposed
The motion is carried.

The next is Dean Murray of the College of Nursing,
who is also new. Like to welcome you, Dean Murray .
DEAN MURRAY
Thank you , Mr . President. On behalf of the College of Nursing, I would like to
recommend the candidates as listed on page seven be
approved for the granting of the degree of Bachelor of
Science in Nursing.
(There were several seconds.)
HEADY
opposed "no".

Those in favor please say ".aye";
The motion is carried .

Acting Dean Stahl, College of Pharmacy.
DEAN STAHL
Mr. President, the candidate for
the degree of Bachelor of Science is listed on page
twelve and he has completed all the requirements for
the d,egree. On behalf of the College of Pharmacy I
move that the general faculty certify this candidate
to the Regents for the degree.
HEADY

Second to that?

(There were several seconds.)

"no".

HEADY
Those in favor please say "aye"; opposed
The motion is carried. That was on page t we lve.
Dr ..

Huber, Director of University College.

DR. HUBER
Mr. President, members of the faculty,
on page seven are listed the names of the students who
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c~mpleted at the end of the summer session the requirementg prescribed by this faculty for the Bachelor of
University Studies.
I move that this faculty recommend
them to the Bqard of Regents for the awarding of the
degree of Bachelor of University Studies.
HEADY

Is there a second?

'<'ACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY
Discussion? Those in favor please say
"aye"; opposed "no".
The motion is carried .

~

Dean Christopher, Cell; g;c of Law .
DEAN CHRISTOPHER
Page seven, one candidate,
Peter Thomas White, has met the requirements for the
J.D. degree.
On behalf of the University faculty I
recommend that the faculty rec ommend the granting of
the J.D. degree to Peter Thomas White .
HEADY

Is there a second?

PROFESSOR ELLIS

Second .

HEADY
Those in favor please signify by saying
"aye"; opposed "no".
The motion is car ried.
Dean Moellenberg, Graduate School , will present
the candidates from the Graduate School.
DEAN MOELLENBERG
Candidates for graduate degree
are listed on page -- in the middl e of page seven to the
middle of page twelve, and on behalf of the Graduate
Committee I move that this faculty recomm~nd to the
Board of Regents these candidates for the awarding of
the appropriate degree.
HEADY

Is there a second to that motion?

FACULTY MEMBER

Second.

HEADY
Is there discussion? Those in favor please
say "aye"; opposed, "no".
The motion is carried .
I believe that completes action on the degree
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candidates.
Next we have nominations by the Policy Corrunittee
to fill vacancies on standing committees: Professor
Antreasian .

•

Replacements
on Standing
Committees

PROFESSOR ANTREASIAN
Mr. President, vacancies
exist on the following standing committees: Student
Radio Board, Publications Committee, Retirement Insurance
Committee, Committee on Continuing Education. The Policy
Committee recommends Professor Gevirtz from the math
department to replace Professor Crow on the Student Radio
Board; Professor Elston from Geology to replace Professor Jonas on Publications; replacements for the Retirement and Insurance Committee. and the Committee on Continuing Education are still under study. These will be
announced at the October faculty meeting.
I move that these recommendations be approved as
submitted.
(There were several seconds . )
HEADY
Is there any discussion on this motion?
If not, those in favor please say "aye"; opposed "no".
The motion is carried .
Professor Green for the Committee on Academic
Freedom and Tenure to recommend minor revis i ons in the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Policy .
PROFESSOR GREEN
I am presenting these to you as
really holdover business from last year .

Revisions in
Academic
Freedom and
Tenure
Pol ic y

I am pleased to announce that the Committee elected Professor Harold Drummond as the Chairman for 1969 tll!!!S
1970. The agenda for the meeting has the two changes that
we propose.
The first is to make clear the fact that t h ~ c tu:r:eship11is to be reserved for cases where there is
no intention of permanent employment, and the second one
is a change of wording, which will acco~plish the purpose
that the Committee intended originally/~ having that
section read as it will normally be applied . Now in the

I..
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case of the faculty member who goes on leave of absence
to work on an advanced degree, the normal procedure is
suspension of the running of the probationary period, so
we changed that to "shall" and then the other one may
be used in certain cases.
On behalf of the Commi ttee I move that these two
changes be approved and forwarded to the Regents.
HEADY
SEIDLER

Is there a second?
Second.

HEADY
Is there discussion on that motion? All
those in favor please say "aye"; opposed "no". The motion
is carried.
Next is the report of the Ad Hoc Committee for
review of ROTC at the University. This report was
distributed last spring, I believe, and was redistributed
with the call to this meeting. Professor Thorson is
the chairman. Are you going to speak for the Committee,
or introduce the subject?
PROFESSOR THORSON
I would merely like to present the report, which is in your hands, and move the
adoption as a faculty policy recommendations listed
under roman numeral three on page four and five of the
report.
I will be glad to answer any questions.
HEADY
You heard the motion.
to the motion?
FACULTY MEMBER

Is there a second

Second.

HEADY
Is there discussion on the motion?
right. Would you identify yourself?

All

TERRY TOOMEY
I am Terry Toomey.
I am a student
observer. I would like to ask Professor Thorson on his
procedures, under part one, history and proceedings of
the Committee, I wo nder if it ever occurred to you to
refer this matter to a vote of the students for referendum?
THORSON

Mr. President, it did not.

We had

Report of
Ad Hoc Committee for
Review of
R.O.T.c.
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student members on the Committee . No one ever brought
it up.
We had open hearings at which any recommendations could have been made.
No one ever brought the
recommendation up and it did not occur to me and we
did not do it.
HEADY

Professor Walker.

PROFESSOR WALKER
As I read the majority and the
minority report, I piece together the following position:
The function of a University is to provide an atmosphere
in which truth is pursued and ideas investigated vigorously .
In order to perform this function, it is necessary that the University have autonomy.
There is
nothing wrong with the University having a department
of military studies; however, the R.O . T . C. program ,
because of its responsibilities to the Department of
Defen s e, cannot operate with the autonomies of the
function of a University department . One condition of
a primary commitment to vote, "A'', a particular government and, "B", the pursuit of truth . Since it cannot
fulfill the function of a University department, the
R.O.T . C. should not have the status it has within the
University .
I think I can get all of this out of the combination of majority and minority reports .
As I read the mino ~ity report, it seems to propose a -- propose af'\"off-campus program" for U. S. military training .
I suppose that means no R.O . T . C. at the
University of New Mexico.
It seems to me the majority
repo r t , while it specifically states the contrary in
recommendation "A" in fact is based on the same set of
premise s , but simply fails to follow them through to
their logical conclusion .
Recommendation "B" is a step in the direction of
assuring autonomy, but it's doomed to failure because of
the responsibility R.O . T.C.
gives to the Department of
Defense .
Recommendation "C" is also a step towards
assuring autonomy; however, the academic vice president
will not be an expert concerning military science and any
delegation he might make of the responsbility of the
R . O.T . C . is going to be subject to the same criticism I
have been making all along; that is , that their primary
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responsibility is to the Department of Defense.
Recommendation "D" suggests that, if satisfactory
progress is not made by the end of the first semester of
'69-'70, that academic credit should be removed from
R.O.T.C.
I submit that while it might be possible to
progress toward the half measures the Committee has
outlined, it's impossible to make any progress toward
the real problem. That's the fact that where a choice
must be made, the professor of military science and
R.O . T.C. serves the U. S. Government first and the pursuit of truth second.
Therefore, I suggest that we defeat the motion to
adopt the proposals recommended by the Committee, and if
we do that, I will move the following faculty resolution:
Because of its primary commitment to the U. S.
Government, the R.O.T.C. program is inconsistent with the
function of a university . Therefore, the faculty resolves
that that program shall be discontinued at the University
of New Mexico.
HEADY

Mrs. Heide.

MRS. SANDRA HEIDI
In answer to Harry's question
my name is Sandra Heidi.
I served on the R.O.T.C.
Committee last year, and I have been in the Student
Senate, been, and am now . At the time there was a proposal before the Student Senate t o put it to a vote and
it was not introduced by me, it was introduced by someone else who preferred not to reintroduce it, and let it
die.
I considered introducing -- putting it to a vote
to the students: Should we or should we not have R.O.T . C.
on this campus? I felt it would be better to wait until
this report was completed and made public so that the
students would have to -- they would ha~e some information
on which to base their opinions before voting, and as
a consequence did not introduce it and will not introduce
it until later, after this faculty h·as already seen the
proposal of their Committee .
FACULTY MEMBER
I understand at the time the
recommendations were unanimous and I would like someone
who made the minority to -- was part of the minority
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report group to tell us how they came to make the
recommendations to accept them as they are . Would someone do that?
THORSON

Sandra, take the floor aga in.

SANDRA HE IDE
I am the only rep resentative of
the minority opinion here.
THORSON

Will you look around over your s h oulder?

SANDRA HEIDE
Oh, Derek . There was cons iderable
discussion when the minority report was presented as to
what to do with it, and we finally decided to put our
minority conclusions in as an addendum to the majority ,
and we felt th a t if the opinion of the Committee was
to have any we~ght then our recommendations should be
unanimous . So we dickered around here and there and
back again, until we came out with something, which we
I
a ll felt was fairly close to the way we all felt.
think some of us compromised to a certain extent on
this .
In fact, I think most every body did, and it is a
compromise, I think, between two largely extreme positions.
But I t h ink it's the best one we could make,
con s idering the circumstances.
THORSON
HEADY

Thank you.

That's very accurate .

Professor Howarth .

PROFESSOR HOWARTH
I might ask Professor Thorson
if he could ident i fy tho s e members of the Committee who
were re s ponsible for the minority recommenda t ions . I am
particul a rly interested to see whether there might
possibly be a student-faculty split in this .
THORSON
The Committee discussed this very issue
and it was dec i ded that this would not be revealed . We
voted to keep the identities privileged information .
Now I can't override the Committee by asking -- by saying
that I would like to respond.
I can't .
HOWARTH
It would seem to me that I have a great
deal of difficulty reconciling the recommendations with
both the majority and the minority.

6
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THORSON

We spent several hours doing that very

thing.
HOWARTH
I am glad you succeeded.
In view of
this, and the number of other considerations, I intend
to vote against the motion before us and to support
Professor Walker's motion, if he has an opportunity to
present it .
HEADY

Professor Hoyt.

PROFESSOR HOYT
Paragraph "D" of the recommendations impresses me as a -- as p robab l y unworkable.
It
seems to me that probably the officers of these programs
are simply appointed by the Department of Defense and
can there b~ any real review with the submission of names
of certain candidates and going through some of the
faculty screening procedures and so on? I wonder if some
representative of the R.O.T.C . is here? Is that a
workable procedure?
CHRISTOPHER

This is done on some campuses now .

DEAN TRAVELSTEAD
to answer .
HEADY

Captain Brown , I think, started

Captain Brown.

CAPT . BROWN
To perhaps tell you something where
the present procedure of nominations started, the Bureau
of Naval Personnel and Headquarters, Marine Corps,
similarly, very carefully screen out and consider a
number of eligible candidates for all the positions
within the N.R.O.T.C . unit .
In the case of the commanding officer, this nomination is submitted directly to
President Heady.
In the case of the subordinate members
within the unit, t hese nominations are submitted to me
and, as legman , I carry them to Dr . Travelstead for his
approval or disapproval . Now the report of the Committee,
of the Ad Hoc Committee, was sent to the Chief of Naval
Personnel shortly after it appeared and Dr. Travelstead
shortly thereafter addressed a letter to Admiral Kenney
in the Bureau of Naval Personnel speaking to these procedures . Admiral Kenney's reply to the University said, in
effect that they -- they agreed with the principles
advanced by the Committee; that both the Navy and the

-

9-23-69

P. 12

University are seeking the best qualified personnel that
they could put into the jobs and that many times the
procedure of asking or directing an officer candidate
for one of our positions to appear on campus might not
might well not be workable.
But Admiral Kenney also
went on to point out that in those few cases where universities had asked that this be done, and had agreed to
handling the travel expenses and other expenses involved
in this, and the officer was available, why, the Navy
certainly tried to meet this requirement.
I have Admiral
Kenneyts letter with me, if Dr. Heady would care to introduce it and hear more specifically what he said in reply
to your letter.
TRAVELSTEAD
HEADY

Mr. President.

Dean Travelstead.

TRAVELSTEAD
I might add something in response
to Professor Hoyt's question :because I think it's a good
one to the extent to which this is feasible.
We did,
right after the report came out, write to the officials
in Washington and we quoted specific parts to them, though
that group bought this policy and the recommended policy.
We have a detailed letter from Admiral Kenney here and
I won't bore you with parts of it.
I think he assumes
that we would not be able to, or willing to, pay the
expenses to carry out this interview.
I think that
assumption is erroneous.
I see no reason why we couldn't
or shouldn't, and I think that would be in the spirit of
the report .
It's a fact that occasionally
a person may
be in Hong Kong or places made unavailable, or where it
makes him -- makes it difficult for him to come, but it
seems to me that the spirit, and maybe almost the letter
of this, could be carried out reasonably well and I think
we could pursue it further with the people in Washington
to try to do this.
I think it's a little more impractical
in some cases because of the availability of people.
They
have not resisted, however, their people coming for
interviews, and they really are not against the procedure recommended.
In fact, in the letter they outlined
in considerable detail that they agreed to trying to get
the best qualified candidate even before they were
nominated.
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I think the answer, Ed, is "yes "; I think at least
in part and maybe in a large part, the spirit of this
could be met, but there would be some difficulties which
might be rather hard to carry out .
HEADY

Yes.

Would you identify yourself?

I am Col. Norton and I have been
COL. NORTON
here about four weeks.
HEADY
approved.

Col. Norton was recently nominated and

NORTON
That's right. And the Air Force has
done a similar procedure in that they have submitted
the records to President Heady for acceptance after
initial screening.
I think that it would be practical,
at least for the professor of aerospace studies, which
I aro. to come on the campus for an interview.
It may
be a little for the other officer, in that he might
be overseas and couldn't make it back, but I see no
objection to that policy.
THORSON
May I raise a point? I know the answer
to this, but where were you -- excuse me -- where were
you before you were assigned here?
NORTON
Before I was assigned here I was at the
Air Force Academy in the chemistry department, six years.
THORSON
NORTON

So in that particular instance -I would have come.

In fact, I would love

to.
HEADY

Yes, sir.
~

PROFESSOR PETERS¢N
I would like to clarify
further the implications of the recommendation or
counter-recommendation, particularly.
One of the factors involved in separating the
R.O.T.C. from the University community, as I understand
it, what we are asking for is that the perhaps not any
longer be an integral part of the faculty in the University, but not necessarily that they depart from
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Albuquerque, or even that we no longer grant -- that
we would not grant credit for such things as the -- for
such things. I wonder if the -- any of the military
officers could tell us, give us some idea whether the
military would retain their training programs here and
continue to support their offers of enlisted men in the
University if they were: no longer an integral part of
the community?
NORTON
they would .

For the Air Force, sir, I don't believe

BROWN
That particular solution wasn't even
presented at the other universities where the R.O.T.C.
program has been challenged. In general terms, the
Navy's position has been that there -- the c0ntract
between the university and the federal government is
that there are certain requirenents of law which must
be met, and the Department of Defense generally has
stood on this and asked that the universities meet these
requirements, or meet , perhaps, requirements -- perhaps
that isn't the word -- meet these conditions, and if
they are not met the R.O.T.C. units are corning off
campus.
HEADY

Yes, Professor Meier .

PROFESSOR MEIER
I wanted to very strongly support
-- to back up Professor ~}~er's objection. It seems
to me that this docurnent~conclusions that are
slightly inconsistent with its findings and I think that
the basic issue should be stated fairl y clearly. The
maintenance of faculty standards for R.O.T .C. officers,
first of all, there -- they are under orders from the
Defense Department and it is utterly incompatible with
the principle of a free university. Now this issue is
not -- this issue has been quite a long time. The
R.O.T.C. was introduced during years of a genuine
national crisis and it was one of those emergency
measures that somehow became institutionalized. But I
think in view of the changes in the times that we are
faced with now, these cannot fail to be a perennial
issue and perhaps a more explosive one as time goes on.
The whole issue of university and of the academic
profession being involved with military operations is
cropping up both in the civil society and the unive sity ,
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also.
I think it's very clear, particularly at a time
when the economy between the University in general are
constantly b eing called to question, that the time is
ripe to get this albatross off our backs.
PROFESSOR WAGAR
I think whichever side you are
on in this particular debate, it should be clear that
the recommendations of the Committee iri heading "B" and
heading "C" are simply small scraps of meat that are
being thrown to the lions or the jackals, whichever
side you happen to be on.
But I don't think anything
essentially is going to change, so that a vote for the
recommendations of the Committe is a vote for the status
quo.
HEADY

Professor Kolbert.

PROFESSOR KOLBERT
I don't like to speak
against the report, primarily because I see in this
kind of report a cat-in-the-bag. As I listened to
Vice President Travelstead and our friends from
military, I hear things that "This might happen, this
may happen; if certain people are away, this might
be possible." We are asked to be voting all sorts of
absurdities, and very hazy and varying points.
I think
that the present status, which is quite clear-cut, that
is, the present status quo with the R.O.T.C. is an
integral part of the University where credit is given is
perhaps preferable to some kind of false hope that some
of us who might be opposed to R.O.T.C. might entertain
should we go for this report.
I think the matter is not
resolved.
It's fairly serving to read this report because there is such a lack of logical conclusion based on
the premises presented, and I suppose the Committee had
an impossible problem how to keep certain friends without
losing certain enemies.
I think that the faculty would
lower its dignity if it voted the report -- a report of
this sort, which is completely illogical and filled with
so many half-truths and so many -- well, shades of doubt.
HEADY

Professor Thorson.

THORSON
Well, my logic has been impugne d before
by my students and my colleagues, so I am not terribly
upset by that.
I don't feel this is going to be a
diatribe against some of my very good friends that s p oke
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agai n st . this report.
What I would like to do is not speak as Chairman
of the Committee, but speak as a faculty member at this
point and say that I am fac e d with what I think was a
very, very tough situation.
I am under pressure from
extremes on both sides. I think the Committee fe t
this very strongly. What we f~t was that the R.O. T . C .
units, as they are now constit1ed under the faculty,
as part -- they do have an autonomy from the University. They are not under direct academic control. It
was my feeling, and I think the feeling of most of the
members of the Committee, that if they were to remain
a part of the University they must become interested
with the -- they must be integrated into the cycle and
become a real part of the University. Otherwise, there
were a lot of people who wanted to throw them off without giving them a chance to become a part of the University.
I think that our proposal, though it may be
illogical, though it may be ill-conceived, though it
may be all sorts of other bad terms, is finally an
improvement on the status quo.
HEADY

Professor Petersen.

I would like to ask two
PROFESSOR PETERSEN
questions: What is the financial interst of U.N. M. in
R.O.T.C.? And, two, what hardship would be worked on
those involved? Would students involved, would they
be deprived of an education, or would they merely have
to go somewhere else?
THORSON
I think that's pretty well covered in
the report. The current enrollment is on pages two to
four.
PETERSEN
Well, I didn't -- I meant financial
interest besides the tuition of the students, if any.
I don't know.
PROFESSOR DUBOIS
How much money does the
University get from the government?
THORSON
Nothing but the -- what it gets is
what it gets is -- Captain Brown, do you want to answer
that?
BROWN

Well, it pays --
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THORSON

It pays the tuition for the student.

BROWN
It pays the tuition, as any other student,
but if you are asking does the federal government pay
the rent for the building or the utilities, no, they
do not.
HEADY

Professor Senescu.

PROFESSOR SENESCU
I would like to return to this
point of logic for a minute.
It would seem to me if a
group with divergent points of view comes up with
recommendations it should not be surprising that these
recommendations would be logically inconsistent.
In
certain members' viewpoint in that group, I don't see
that this is a questio~at all.
The recommendations
are practical and worlAy matters, and I think the
faculty can see them as such and where the question of
logic comes in escapes me.
THORSON
HEADY

Thank you.
Professor Cottrell.

PROFESSOR COTTRELL
I would like to ask one
question, and I do this knowing part of the answer, but
under recommendation "C", the Committee says that it
recommends the office of president and vice president
establish procedure for periodic review. Now at this
University we have procedures for periodic review and,
as Professor Thorson has said, the objective here is to
integrate R.O.T.C. more into the faculty and if we are
going to keep it on campus I heartily agree that it needs
to be integrated and meet the same kind of standards
and tests that every other course and department in the
University has to meet.
I would ask why the Curriculum Committee, an arm
of this faculty with powers of periodic review of every
course in the University except the R.O.T.C. courses,
are not given the responsibility instead of setting up
some special ad hoc arrangement to evaluate R.O.T.C.
courses.
I think the Curriculum Committee should have
that responsibility like they do on other courses.
HEADY
Thorson?

Do you want to respond to that, Professor
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THORSON
I think I can respond to that. The
Committee, I don't think, would have any argument with
that.
It's merely that in the twenty, thirty years,
whatever it is, that R.O.T.C. was established here in
Albuquerque, nobody has ever looked at it and we felt
that it was necessary that somebody look at it. So we
wanted to vest this in -- R.O.T.C. is not in a college,
and so reports directly to the president, academic
vice president, and we felt that the Committee, under
the academic vice president, could better fulfill that.
COTTRELL
My point is it should be the same
committee that passes on the legitimacy of any other
course to be offered in this University, not some
Ad Hoc Committee.
THORSON
HEADY

I would entertain that change.
Professor Smith?

VICE PRESIDENT SHERMAN SMITH
Mr. President, I
think it passing strange that the academic conscience
of this faculty on an issue of such moment has been
dormant for thirty years.
But, I have another concern
which is greater than that one.
I believe I know the
R.O.T.C. provides more young officers for the military
than the combined output of the military academies.
I believe that R.O.T.C., on a liberal campus, can help
furnish young officers for the armed forces with liberal
attitudes, particularly in view of the fact that upwards,
I think, of eighty percent of the course work taken
by R.O.T.C. students is in the regular academic
dep~rtment.
There have been news releases from the Department
of Defense and elsewhere to the effect that when R.O.T.C.
disappears from the campus, like Harvard or Stanford,
it turns up at a campus like West Texas University or
E.N .M.U.
I predict that that will be the result, if R.O.T.C.
disappears from universities like this one.
I question
whether the interest of this faculty, or any group of
people who are -- who are as interested in an enlightened somewhat liberally oriented military establishment,
which is yet a hope, will be better served by pushing
R.O.T.C. off of the campuses like this one and onto a
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campus of another kind.
HEADY

Professor Rhodes.

PROFESSOR H. RHODES
It seems to me, Vice President Smith, your conclusions are prernature. Mr. Walker
has not made his motion.
We are debating Mr. Thorson's
Committee's recommendations. And to speak to your point,
it seems to me it is not a great deal of this faculty
to ask that any committee making a recommendation to the
faculty compose logically its recommendations with its
analysis of the problem, and that's what it seems to me
your committee has failed to do.
There should be some
kind of a connection between your reading of the problem
and your recommendations as to a solution to that problem.
It seems to me that's what Mr. Walker is suggesting, and
others are suggesting. The problem is not the logic of
the recommendation, but the relationship between the
recommendation and the findings.
HEADY

Professor Wolf.

PROFESSOR WOLF
I am glad Professor Rhodes spoke
so I can now speak in opposition to Professor Walker's
position.
HEADY

Do you want to explain the logic of that

one?
WOLF
Professor Rhodes is a close friend of mine,
and if I step on his toes, he will understand .
I don't see that there's any burden for logic on
the part of the Committee. We can reject the report if
we feel it's illogical.
I think the logic goes to
Professor Walker's position and not sit here as hypocrites
and politely answer and talk about the search for truth
and so forth and the question of two masters. What do
we do then? We only hire agnostics. We don't hire any
communists. These are issues that we fought for years
because Communists, if they are in fact Communists, do
have another master.
I suppose Methodists and Roman
Catholics and so on and so forth do, too.
I regard
that if it's logical or not, with Professor Walker's
position and Professor Rhodes' position, as absurd. We
have a lot of different interests on this campus.
I
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hope most of them are intellectual and scholarly.
I would
hope that we would not go off on some sort of hypocritical, illogical position on R.O . T.C., which I have some
reservations about, but they don't have anything to do
with logic.
HEADY

Professor Meier .

MEIER
I think that -- I think it should be clarified that there's nothing in Professor Walker's, and
what I said, that implies that members of the faculty
should be proscribed from having any other loyalties.
That can be as important, or in some cases more important,
to have in his own right as that to the University or
the pursuit of truth.
But, here we are not dealing
with the members of the Methodist Church, or some organization of this kind, voluntary association. We are
dealing with the Defense Department. We are dealing
with the mili tary code. We are dealing with the highly
authoritarian institution which expects its subordinates
to obey orders and expects an undivided -- an undivided
commitment to that authority.
I think that this is
incompatible with a free university and I ' think, therefore, that there's some force to Professor Walker's
argument.
HEADY

Professor Thorson and then Professor

Walker .
THORSON
I am really delighted to see all this
interest in our report, particularly since when we had
an open meeting to discuss these issues last spring I
think I counted a total of four faculty members, beyond
the members of the committee, there.
I think three of
those were from the R.O.T.C. Excuse my sarcasm, but
these questions were discussed in great detail and the
cornrnittee attempted to interrogate members of the R.O.T.C.
staff on these questions.
I wish you had heard the
responses. We did not feel that we could summarize
them. We did not feel we could present them in detail,
but we did inquire into this and I don't mind all these
attacks on my logic and I don't mind the attacks on the
Committee's logic, but I do think that the -- that you
must accept that we made an honest effort to search into
these questions.
HEADY

Professor Walker .
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WALKER
I want to respond to a number of people .
First of all, I respond to Mr . Thorson.
I recall when the hearing was held and it was the
day before the hearing that I first heard that the hearing was even being held.
I had something I had to do
and I couldn't go to it, and it's possible for something
to be well publicized on this campus and I, myself, would
miss it. But I don't think that was. That 's my response
to that.
'

My response to Mr . Wolf is that if he thinks d"Ahypocrisy to talk about university as a place where
truth is pursued, then I don't think he knows what a
university is, because it's not hypocrisy to me, and
we do have ways of building a faculty so we can have a
rich mix of personal commitments to all sorts of things.
I would hate to think that we had a University
full of faculty members who weren't committed to anything. On the other hand, that is totally inconsistent
with having a whole University department who are
committed to the military position of the United States.
It's not hypocrisy to talk about a university pursuing
truth.
It is hypocrisy to talk about being committed
to the United States Government and at the same time
being committed to the pursuit of truth.
I am not suggesting the U. S. Government never
pursues truth.
I also would respond to Dr. Senescu and say that
I think the report is neither logical nor practical.
I don't think it's possible for R.O.T.C. to become part
of the University, a real part of the University, be cause its function is just too different from our
function.
Therefore, I don't think it's at all practical to have recommendations designed to help them
become a real part of the University.
I don ' t think
that it -- I don't think that the goal can be achieved,
and to Dr. Smith, I presume that we could enlighten a
number of different groups.
But each group that we
bring in to enlighten, who pursues a faction so contrary
to ours takes a piece of us. We enlighten at a cost
to ourselves.
I think bringing the R.O.T.C. in to
enlighten them costs us too much .
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HEADY

Dr. Senescu.

SENESCU
I was oversympathizing.
I thought I
made it clear the recommendation was really -- really
brings forth the question:
Do we want, or do we not
want the R.O.T.C. on campus? I think this is what was
being alluded to before.
I think this is a very important question.
WALKER

I do too.

SENESCU
With many modalities and factors.
I
think it's nice to clarify the question.
The report
made a recommendation, which we have an opportunity now
to consider, reject, or whatever.
HEADY

Professor Alexander.

PROFESSOR ALEXANDER
There is a kind of logic,
which is sometimes called practical, and doesn't enjoy words like "completely''.
I get very, very uneasy
myself, when people like Professor Walker presuppose
some kind of completeness in an area that personally I
haven't investigated and so I don't know anything about
to that degree.
He can tell me, if he wants, that the
military is in this kind of thing.
That's kind of an
evil thing, that he says it is, but I would rather
investigate that and I haven't done it.
I wasn't on
the Committee and we certainly haven't here the benefit
of all of the testimony that that Committee received,
pro and con, the degree to which the military really
is, the kinds of things that are being lambasted here
by Professor Walker.
HEADY

Mrs. Heide

WALKER
May I say that I never used the word
"evil" and I think nothing I said even suggests evilness.
HEADY
Excuse me.
and then Mrs. Heide.

Dr. Travelstead asked first,

TRAVELSTEAD
I want to respond to Mr. Kolbert
and also to Mr. Cottrell for the reason, Jack, that I
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had not been definite on this because we had not been
approached officially to do so.
I was surmising what
might be happening.
I thought that if the facultv feels
that the essence of this report is accepted we co u l d
stipulate and I would be glad, through my office, to
carry out the stipulations and let the government make
the adjustment.
I think that could be very definitely
said.
I would say also in connection, Marion, to what
you said, that I would think the Committee that's already organized for frequent purposes, if it's to be
used as a part of this proceeding, could be the logical
one and that, too, could be coordinated.
HEADY

Mrs. Heide is next.

MRS. HEIDE
It's a very easy thing to say sometimes that you would do so and so or such and such. A
ye a ·r ago today I would have very happily charged out in
the middle of a certain field, delighted. "Oh, yes,
R.O.T.C. should go," I said, and then I began to talk
to some of the members of the R.O.T.C. units on campus
and I began to wonder . Then I was nominated to this
Committee and sat through hours and hours of discussion,
debate, fact-finding, et cetera, and I still wonder -today I wonder.
I don't know.
I was suddenly put into
the middle of a real moral dilemma.
I chose the way I
did because I thought it was the best thing for everybody concerned.
I think many of the faculty members are
overlooking our final recommendation, which we meant,
if our previous recommendations cannot be met.
Then we
fully intend for the last recommendation to go into
effect, and I think more of you should consider that.
The R.O.T.C. does deserve a chance, just like everybody
else.
HEADY

Yes, sir.

PROFESSOR RODEFER
I would like to respond to
a number of things, two things, one said by Professor
Alexander and one by Professor Thorson, the first of
which was Professor Alexander's reference to we have the
benefit of all of his testimony and the other was to
Jim Thorson's admission that they spoke to four faculty

9-23-69

P. 24

members, three of which were R.O.T.C. officers.
It
doesn't seem to me that the faculty can vote in
approval of recommendations made by a Committee who
spoke only with one member of the regular faculty.
HEADY

Professor Petersen.

PETERSEN
It seems to me if the armed services sent their officers -- wished their officers
to have a liberal education, there is nothing to
prevent them from supporting them here at U.N:M.
and requiring them to attend any drills in the
vicinity that they desire to have them do.
If they
were to, on the indication that we no longer wished
to have the R.O.T.C. as an integral part of our community, if they then departed from Albuquerque and sent
their candidates to second-rate schools, this would
be mere spite, it seems to me, and would not be our
responsibility.
PROFESSOR BECKEL
There are two points, if I
understand Professor Walker's motion .
It appears when
you say "off-campus" you mean the possibility of having
extracurricular status would be denied? It appears
that there are discussions here on both sides which
indicate that there's no ~iddle ground; that is, that
it would have to either~- if it lost academic credit,
R.O.T.C. would also have to be thrown off-campus.
It
seems to me even if we adopt this recommendation that
R.O.T.C. might eventually have some sort of an optional status, not an academic status.
So it appears to me there's a middle ground, and
some of us are speaking at extremes which do not allow
for this middle ground.
There is a point in recommendation "D" that
I would like to address to Professor Thorson.
The
statement that if no progress has been made by that time
this Committee recommends -- seems to me that if this
we re adopted, such a program might have been already made
~o permit this not to be carried out.
That is simply the
receipt of a Letter by Professor Travelstead might be
considered sufficient progress and yet might not be
satisfactory with our point of view.
The wording here,
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then, does not seem to me to be strong enough.
If
it were clear, during the second semester, that the
demands of the University for equal status between
R.O.T.C. and other departments, if that became clear,
then I think we would -- those who might even support
your recommendation might want at that time to institute the beginning of removal.
The way that this is worded, it would appear
that sufficient progress might have already been made.
HEADY

Yes, sir.

THORSON
I would like to respond to two things:
One is Vice President Travelstead.
I think -- under
recommendation "C", there is no reason why that procedure couldn't be simply to refer to the Committee.
I don't think that was not specifically contemplated.
What we were specifically afraid of there, was that
a committee of R.O.T.C. faculty would be appointed to
review the R.O.T.C. curriculum, which would be selfserving and I think that the Curriculum Committee would
be -- would be an appropriate place for this review.
In response to Professor Beckel, I think
that one thing that is not clear from that recommendation is that three members of the R.O.T.C. Review
Committee are on the Faculty Policy Committee, which is
charged with the supervision of this and report back.
I think that to say that we would accept the tentative letter that has been sent to Vice President
Travelstead is a gross exaggeration of the real situation.
I think also that those of us who are on the
PolicyCommittee are in contact with the student members
and with some of the other members of the Committee
who wanted to throw it off right now, and I think we
would be responsive to that if realistic development
and steps, concrete steps, are not apparent by that
time.
HEADY

Professor, would you identify yourself?

PROFESSOR HOWARD
I am Milton Howard, Department of Art . The middle ground seems to be developing
here, but I have a very sort of fuzzy idea what that
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might be.
It seems to me like either you have a
sense about the University which allows the military
to have a program here directed from Washington, or
you sense the University completely throws the idea
out.
I find it really kind of a naive idea that the
military will change the R.O.T.C. program significantly where most of us that have any feeling could
accept it as a part of the University.
I think we are
only ' fooling ourselves if we think this middle ground
is going to develop, and I think it has to be either
one way or the other.
I find that also somewhat confusing as to think that we are liberalizing the mili ~
tary regime.
I have a feeling that we are not.
I was in the army and I think any of the rest
of you who might be, you can think back, and it seemed
to me like the people who were really the best officers
were the ones that wanted to be career officers. They
usually went to the niil'i tary schools and I found them
to be, you know, fine as military people. The guys that
were in there for two years were in there like I was
for two years and, you know, like skiing or anything
else, it was much more important than trying to change
the army.
HEADY

All right, Professor Loftfield.

PROFESSOR LOFTFIELD
I would like to speak to
two points: One is the fact that the army will change
or does change and will change to the circumstances, and
possibly not as necessarily a limited change as Dr. Thorson has suggested.
I taught at Harvard for twenty-five
years; twenty years ago Harvard said flatly they would
not accept any officers who did not muster by ordinary
university standards.
They had to come, they had to be
interviewed. They had to send two or three candidates
and the best of these were selected.
In every way
similar to the way we select our own faculty.
Furthermore, although course credit was given at Harvard, and
I suspect U.N.M. could do just what Harvard did, the
thought occurs that we were giving as hard, it must be
taken as an extra course and could not be used for
degree requirement under · any circumstances, unless you
failed some of your other courses.
In other words, in
the instance of Harvard, you were required to have
sixteen and one-half courses for graduation. You had
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to -- if you were taking military science, that is Air
Force, Navy, or Army, you had to take five courses per
year.
Your total accumulation when you graduated was
actually twenty and a half rather than sixteen and a
half unless you had the misfortune to fail Chemistry I
or something like this.
So under those circumstances,
the students got a little bit of buffer, or little
protection against the extreme hazard of failing courses.
But they did not get a softer load.
They had to carry
five courses instead of four.
Here it might mean
carrying twenty hours instead of sixteen if a similar
plan were worked out.
The only thing, as I say, I mention this only to
say that the Army and the Navy and the Air Force do have
very varied approaches to programs, according to what
faculties you meet, the demand.
The other thing, I rather
find this distasteful, this concept of absolute academic
freedom or virtue, or search for truth or something.
If we start singling out the R.O.T.C. because it doe s
not meet academic standards, then we ought to look for
every person on this faculty whose primary interest is
the plumbing on the house that he owns as a secondary
income. We ought to look for the football coach whose
primary devotion is producing a winning football team
rather than developing a theory of football.
We ought
to go after those professors of education who are not
doing any real research, by the standards that we had
in chemistry, or some±hing like this. We ought to go
over -- to go after those professors of medicine whose
chief interest is how much you can get for doing an
operation. We ought to go before (applause) a lot
of people .
None of us -- probably none of us here has
anything -- forgetting Methodists and the Seventh Day
Adventists, and all these things, which our various
colleagues have relegated to a sort of limbo because they
really don't make people do anything.
But considering
things like dollars, almost all of us do have some sort
of a secondary interest which at times might -- may
overcome our search for truth.
(Applause)
HEADY

Professor Thompson, do you still want the

floor?
PROFESSOR THOMPSON
I was going to say that I
felt we were going pretty far afield in our discussion
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and we should talk about the R.O.T.C. and whether to
accept or not accept ' the report.
(Several faculty members were calling for the
question.)
HEADY

Professor Davis.

PROFESSOR DAVIS
What concerns me in this
report, and the response to it, is the fact that we
seem to be polarized in that you either accept the
report or you kick the R.O.T.C. off the campus altogether.
I feel that the report, myself, is far too
-- lacking in the changes that it makes in the present
situation, because I feel this is a very explosive
issue, maybe not here, but nationally it is. But we
are concerned, and Dr. Smith is concerned, to keep the
good advantages of R.O.T.C. on campus, I think we
need to make much -- make a much more basic -- take a
much more basic look at R.O.T.C. and its relation to
the campus and find a way for it to be present without
raising these very basic issues.
I personally would
feel much happier if I found in the report some statement
as to what the academic idea : is and why it can't be
achieved, and I would think that the academic idea
would be to have the Department of Military Studies
staffed by independent soldiers, scholars, French,
German, English, American, or what have you, and then
have the R.O.T.C. as an extracurricular activity where
students could get their military training and be on
this campus and yet still be able to study military
science or military studies in a tho~ough way.
I wonder
why we can't have this as an alternative to either of
the other two?
HEADY
Kolbert.

Professor Thorson and then Professor

THORSON
I hesitate to call the changing link.
What we are proposing is that the curriculum be brought
under faculty control and the faculty appointment be
brought into the normal University procedures.
I don't
think this is wrong.
HEADY
NORTON

Col. Norton.
Again, I am sorry I was not here when the
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opening meeting was held.
I really haven't been through
the entire course.
I have only taught the course six
years, but my loyalty, first loyalty, lies with the
students, and I don't think that the Department of
Defense or the Air Force is looking over my shoulder
and telling me what to do in class. I would be
highly resentful if they were.
So far I have taught
four or five lessons here, and I thought that we were
pursuing truth in these last four lessons. You might
ask some of the students what's gone on in class and
what was accomplished.
But we have been doing oral and
written critiques of something with which they are
familiar, or for part of them i t was their previous
summer training which took place just a few weeks ago,
and for another part it was the curriculum that they
went through last year in the AS 400 code.
I would be
highly suspici9us of a military service composed
entirely of graduates of three military academies, and
we have three representatives of each of the academies
sitting here right now:
The Air Force, the Navy, and
the Army.
I think we need the input from civilian
colleges, from students who have studied R.O.T.C., to
bring a wide, diverse background to our military system.
HEADY
I would like to call your attention to
the no smoking signs here and to remind this faculty that
it approved a no smoking prohibition at a recent meeting,
and ask any of you who are smoking, or who have been
smoking, to refrain from doing so while in the meeting
room.
There's an exit available on either side if you
need to use it. Yes, sir.
I would like to address this other
TERRY TOOMEY
military academy and to Professor Thorson. It seems to
me that if R.O.T.C. was gone from this campus, this would
not cut down the humanizing influence of liberal arts
students upon the military; neither R.O.T.C. or the
service academies are their primary source of officers.
The primary source of officers are graduates of universities who, upon enlistment, want to be officers.
HEADY

Mr. Van Dresser.

STEVE VAN DRESSER
I was going to say exactly
the same thing: That O.C.S. would have to become a
primary source if it wasn't already.
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HEADY
I want to call on people who have not asked
for the floor before, if there are people who want the
floor.
Yes, sir.
PROFESSOR KLINE
I am going to be called upon
to vote here in a few minutes arid I am a little confused.
I wasn't in the same army as this young man back here,
but I was in one and I gathered a couple of things from
the conversation here -- I have heard aspersions at
curriculum in the military science and I don't know
anything about it.
It's not up to par with the other
academic curriculum.
I gather a little bit that the
officers weren't our educational people. At least, I
seemed to gather that, and that military science, or
the R.O.T.C. program was causing some hardship on those
students not involved.
I think that the Committee report, as I read it,
said it's possible the curriculum may not be up to par,
we will investigate.
It's possible that they are sending us not what they should send us, or do not meet our
academic standards, so we set up a selection procedure.
The other point I don't gather anything on, but I
would like to -- I think the Committee report pretty
well meets this requirement, and that is, let's make
our decisions when we have more information.
HEADY
Is there anyone else who has not had the
floor who would like to have it?
(THEREUPON, several faculty members were calling
for the question.)
HEADY
Are you ready for a vote?
would you read the motion, please?

Mr. Secretary,

MR. DORRIE
I have nothing to read, but I assume
it's the acceptance of the report presented in the agenda.
HEADY
DORRIE

Well, is the acceptance, I believe

ArJ
~

t'he adoption of the recommendations.

HEADY
Acceptance of the adoption of the
recommendations contained on pages four and five of the
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report?
THORSON
WALKER

That's correct.
Could we have a show of hands?

HEADY
You would like to have a division?
right, we will have a division.

All

We discovered last spring that counting in this
room, the way it is set up, is not easy.
I t hi nk perhaps it would work best if we did this by tiers, and
that would help. Let's vote that way.
If you don't
mind, I will ask those who vote in favor of the motion
to vote first and everyone behind the first barrier up
there who is in favor of the motion, stand now.
(THEREUPON, the counting of the votes proceeded.)
HEADY
The vote was "yes" one hundred twentyeigh·t and "no" forty-two.
Correction, fifty-two.
One
hundred twenty-eight to fifty-two.
The last item on the agenda distributed is the
resolution on actions concerning the New Mexico Quarterly.
Professor Hoyt, your name is first on the list, for those
who submitted the resolution. Do you want to speak to
it, please?
HOYT
First I will read the resolution and move
its adoption, and then I would like to say a word or
two in explanation of the reason for it. The resolution
is as follows:
"The faculty strongly expresses its concern about the Regents .' decision against distribution of the ~ew Mexico Quarterly and endorses
the proceedings which are under way through
appropriate committees of the faculty to request
reconsideration of the matter by the Regents.
"The faculty affirms its intention to keep
this matter under active consideration pending
satisfactory resolution."
The names of those proposing it are appended in

Resolution
concerning
New Mexico
Quarterly
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the materials that were distributed.
WOLF

Seconded.

HEADY
The resolution is made and seconded.
Professor Hoyt.
HOYT
I would like to say something about the
reasons for it. There are really two reasons: The
first is that speaking for myself, and I t h i n k ~ for
a substantial portion of the faculty, we feel that this
issue -- that the matter of the decision not to distribute
the Quarterly after it had been printed and approved by
the Publications Committee raises a very serious question
touching upon issues of censorship and academic freedom
on the campus.
For this reason I think the subject s h ould be
debated by the faculty, that fbr the faculty to ignore
it at this first meeting would give a misleading impression that the faculty was not concerned with the
issue .
The second thought behind the resolution is that
there has been, as I guess most of you know, informal
discussions involving members of various faculty
committees -- the Policy Committee, the Academic Freedom
and Tenure Committee, the Publications Committee, members
of the administration -- and that a procedure h as been
initiated to request through these committees, particularly
the Publications Committee and the Policy Committee to
request a hearing and argument and reconsideration of
the decision by the Regents.
I think most of us are
very conscious of the fact that the University faces a
difficult situation in this state, and that very possibly
the most promising procedure at this point is to allow
time for this process to be gone through, while at the
same time declaring our intention not to -- not to ignore
the issue. Sooner or later the issue has to be faced.
I might say that perhaps t here are some members
of the faculty who are not informed on the chronology
of events that took place with respect to the
Quarterly. Mr. Durrie has informed me that he has in
his office copies of a chronology he made in the various

0
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steps taken this summe r relating to the Quarterly, and
leading up to the Regents' decision, and that that
chronology can be made available to any faculty member
who requests it. My thought and my hope is that the
faculty can approve -- can agree on this resolution and
we can perhaps postpone any more extensive debate on
the subject until a later meeting after these procedures
have been followed.
HEADY
Cottrell.

Is there further discussion?

Professor

COTTRELL
I would like to speak in support of
the motion that Professor Hoyt has presented to the
faculty today and indicate to you that the Policy
Committee, as most of you probably read in the Lobo,
had a special meeting on September 15th upon request
by the Publications Committee and did vote to ask a
rehearing of this before the Regents. Our letter was
approved unanimously by those members of the Policy
Committee present, and on September 18th I received a
reply from the President of the Board of Regents acknowledging our letter of September 16th and saying
that the Regents await our presentation by the
faculty.
So I gather this means we have a rehearing
at some date when we are ready.
HEADY

Professor Rodefer.

RODEFER
I would like to ask if there is a
certain time set for this?
COTTRELL
I can't see that we can really rush
it like next week or this Saturday's meeting.
The
tentative date that I have in mind, and I suggested
to the Policy Committee, is that we try to be prepared
for the October meeting of the Board of Regents, not
a September date.
RODEFER

What day is that?

COTTRELL
They wo.uld have to call a special
meeting if it was in October, is my understanding, but
we could not be ready by the meeting this Saturday,
and it may be that we won't be ready by an October
meeting because I think we want to very carefully
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develop these articles and arguments, and when we go
in for a rehearing, be sure of our ground.
HEADY

Is there other discussion?

Professor

Merkx.
PROFESSOR MERKX
I would like to ask Professor Hoyt, I understand you to be saying two things:
One is that the issue is important and should be
discussed by the faculty and at the same time I
believe you said that the resolution is already worded
and that we vote on it now without further discussion
at this time.
I would like to ask you, Professor,
where you stand on this? I feel that this is an important issue because it's connected with other issues.
What can be read and circulated and approved by the
faculty committee without outside interference? I
personally have a number of doubts about this resolution because it seems to be very milktoast. We do
not even express our disagreement with the Regents'
disavowal of the Publications Committee action and I
would think that unless there are other reasons of
tactics or strategy more important, that the very
least we could do is say we do not approve the Regents
stepping in and overruling the faculty committee,
particularly on an issue this sensitive.
HEADY

Professor Hoyt.

HOYT
I think that I can only repeat that my
my feeling, and I think that of the other sponsors,
thatalthough individually we might agree with you on
the matter, some of us might, that probably we couldn't
adopt a more clear-cut resolution of the kind you want
without a very extensive debate at this meeting, and
that perhaps it would be better for various reasons,
strategic among others, to postpone such debate.
HEADY

Professor Rhodes.

PROFESSOR J. RHODES
Isn't it an implied disagreement, a fairly obvious disagreement, to ask for
a rehearing? If you accept the decision of the Regents,
you don't ask to be reheard. You are very happy to go
away and do your thing. Now if you want to be more
/ in~ting and say you are a bunch of clods, you were
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stupid, ou were idiots, you were et cetera , that ' s a
different matter, but I am not qui e sure that should
be a faculty resolution.
MERKX
Aay I respond to Professor Rhodes? It
seems to me that if this resolution isn't p eked wi h
disagreement , then we should say it ' s a disagreement
rather than implying something . We may as w 11 ay
I think we should be polite about it, but instead of
saying "express our concern", we c n "expre sour
disagreement".
HEADY

Professor Cottrell .

COTTRELL
I would like ores ond o P of
o
Merkx on this . I believe that he re olu on r sent d
by Professor Hoyt says h re --"endorses he proce d'ngs
which are under way".
ow I think I probably agr
wi h
you that, you know, pe haps there should
more
discussion of this . Professor Hoyt said it should be
discussed and said we won ' t need too much, bu I h'nk
it's implicit and he is privy to some info m t'on ha
we don ' t have that the proceedings are unde
We
are among ourselves challenging, by th very
ha
by a duly constituted agreement with the acu
he
Regents reneged on it, and stepped in.
hat ' on of
our arguments .
Our main argument is a more basic principl than
that: One of censorship, and I thin we w· 1 roceed
along these lines . But the point you bring u, why
aren ' t we expressing concern over it? I think the
various committee -- the committee that is working to
speak to the Regents on this will express this concern.
As I said , some oft e peo le who wrote t i s r solution were probably priv to a little more 'nforrnation
than you have , and I would econd wh t Profes or Hot
said : There is a number of minutes and thing available , the chronology of hat all has gone on, and John
Durrie has some of these, and if ou are intere ted ,
pick some of these up and read some of this ma e ial .
HE DY

Yes .

Several hands.

I will start here .

r-·
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The question about the authorPROFESSOR TAILBY
ity of the Board of Regents in undertaking this action,
is this an action that is within a legitimate sphere of
authority to undertake? Yes or no?
Now several more, please.
Is the faculty's concern, if you can answer that
question, that the Regents do have the authority to
override the Publications Committee, but they were
foolish in doing so? Or is our position that they
don't have this authority?
Another question:
If
this authority, how did they
and quash the mailing out of
would like answers to those,
HEADY

the Regents do not have·
get the power to go ahead
the issue, anyway? I
please.

Mr. Smith.

DR. SMITH
I would like to undertake in answer
to question number one, which is as far as I can go,
but I think by implication it answers all the questions.
The Attorney General, within the last month, has
ruled that there is no aspect of University business or
operation, authority for which the Regents can irrevocably
delegate. None.
This was in answer to an inquiry on
a point by Senator Smalley of the Legislative Investigating Committee. That was the Attorney General's ruling.
HEADY

Yes, sir.

PROFESSOR HAMILTON
On this particular issue,
I think it is very significant on the question of
legality.
I . think it is important. According to law,
the Regents can fire any of us, any of you, any
college, any board of regents.
I think this was a
very grave thing.
If the Regents -- and we accept
the fact that the Regents can come in and suppress
the Quarterly, which is a legitimate function of this
University, and which if it's worth anything should have
the same kind of academic freedom as we have in our
classrooms, and other activities at the University -that if we accept this we are also, it seems to me,
~f~~j?ting the right of the Regents to come in and
~ t e academic freedom in general, to suppress what

'
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I do in my class, to suppress mimeographed materials
that you pass out, and I don't think we can accept this
as a faculty.
I don't give a damn about legality.
(Applause.)
HEADY
Kanowitz.

Professor Green and then Professor

PROFESSOR GREEN
With all deference to the
Attorney General, his opinions have been overturned
before, and this is a very serious issue.
I agree, when
we come -- when we accept the contract with the University of New Mexico, there is a handbook.
I consider
that handbook to be part of the contract between me and
the University.
So I think that this must definitely
be sought out. We don't know the answer to our question.
This is what we are trying to find out. Does this
handbook mean anything, or can it be dispensed with
like that? (Snaps fingers.)
HEADY

Professor Kanowitz.

PROFESSOR KANOWITZ
I am going to vote in favor
of Professor Hoyt's resolution, mainly because I hope
that -- I can't say that I expect -- but I hope that as
a result of the procedures that are now underway, the
overtures that are being made by the committees that
have been mentioned for the Board of Regents, that the
Board, when it reconsiders this matter, will determine
that it was mistaken in its original action and rescind
its original action and release the remaining copies of
the Quarterly for distribution to its subscribers. Now
I say I hope that, and I have faith in the ability of
the members of those respective committees to persuade
the Regents of that course of action. If for any reason
those committees are unsuccessful in doing so, and this
is perhaps by way of an answer to Professor Merkx, then
I think we, as a faculty, have another shot at it.
I
would much rather have us take a look at it if it becomes
necessary after that procedure has been exhausted, rather
than before.
That's my reason for supporting the motion that
has been presented.
Now I would like to say a few words about a number
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of scattered questions that have been raised.
I agree with Professor Green that the Attorney
General of this state has been frequently overruled.
One must keep in mind that the Attorney General is,
without any disrespect to his office, is really only
another lawyer in the State of New Mexico. He happens
to be a lawyer for the State, and when he renders an
advisory opinion, it is no more dignified than the
opinion that any of you get from your attorney in town.
Sometimes they are right and sometimes they are wrong .
But you ultimately will have the matter determined
by a court.
Now I have examined rather perfunctorily, I must
admit, the University provisions that seem to be
pertinent to this dispute.
I am persuaded, and perhaps
I am easily persuaded in that direction -- time will
tell -- that the Regents action in this respect was
unlawful.
It was in violation of a specific , limitation
found within our faculty statutes and constitution.
Aside from the fact that it was unlawful, viz-aviz, the various committees that had the responsibility
for handling this matter, I think that it probably
created a cause of action in law on behalf of people
who contributed to the issue and had reasonable expectations that the issue would be given its normal circulation.
In addition to this, I think that there is a potential cause of action available for subscribers to the
issue who have paid hard cash for it.
I want you to explore all of these various legalities, but I think the overwhelming fact that has to be
considered, and it really can't be considered any isolation of events that preceded it, and I hate to rake up
old coals, and that is that one gets the impression that
our Regents, and perhaps our administration, might have
gotten a little gun-shy because of the whiplashing that
we, as an institution, received by the Legislature.
In
order to avoid that kind of problem in the future -- and
again I am speaking only of my personal impression of
the events in their totality -- I get the feeling that
though the Regents may not have conceived of this, at
the highest level of consciousness, there may have been
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some unconscious aspect of this .
But one gets the
feeling that rather than submit ourselves to that
kind of wrist-slapping, tongue-lashing, if you will ,
we will do the dirty work 0%5elves, and I think that
I have every confidence in the Policy Committee and
the Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure and the
Publications Committee that they will present these
and similar arguments forcefully and vigorously to
the Regents, and my hope is that the Regents will undo
what they did in the past.
If they don't, we will
take a look at it again.
HEADY

Yes, sir.

RODEFER
I have some concern about proceedings
which are underway, which this resolution recommended
when we endorse it, and is, if I could address this to
you: You represent the Policy Committee . You said that
you can't be ready by next week, and quite possibly not
by October, so we are already led to expect that .erhaps it won't be taken up until November . But it also
seems to me that what the recommendation is asking is
that the Regents reconsider the matter.
Now I don't quite understand why they aren't -you know, they are the ones that have to be ready, not
your Committee .
Your Committee merely asks them, as
far as I understand it from the request, from the Policy
Committee .
COTTRELL
I think we have to argue the issues,
present the factual matters and argue on the principles
involved here .
RODEFER
of September?
COTTRELL

The next meeting is the twenty-seventh

The twenty-seventh .

Then I believe that the Regents and
RODEFER
the Policy Committee know that that meeting -- knew
that these proceedings would be initiated about the
eighth of August.
COTTRELL
No . We asked for -- the letter I
have from Ortega is the eighteenth of September. My
letter to him was dated the sixteenth of September.
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That was the first time the Policy Committee -~

RODEFER
Was it arranged~ a meeting on the
eighth of August at President Heady 1 s house?
COTTRELL

I wasn't in town on August 8th.

RODEFER
I don't understand the delay.
understand the delay that --

I can

COTTRELL
I returned to the city the eighth of
September from the summer,~ I have been in t o w n ~
since.
RODEFER
If the Regents are prepared to reconsider, why can't they reconsider immediately for the time
being?
COTTRELL
I think it is incumbent upon us to
present them some hopefully new material and strong
arguments and make them reconsider the issue in light
of the new information on our presentation .
RODEFER
Is there anything in that letter from
Ortega that says we will reconsider?
No .
COTTRELL
when we are ready.
RODEFER
COTTRELL
HEADY

He has just put us on the agenda

You won't be ready for a month?
At least October.
Professor Schlegel.

PROFESSOR SCHLEGEL
Many of us, I think, and myself could go -- before I could vote on this resolution,
I was not one of the select group informed by the
Committee members or invited to the housef to discuss
the matter#, and I would like to hear the chronology
of just what happened, how it happened; how did the
Regents find out about this? What went on? I think
it's up to Mr. Durrie to kind of inform the rest of
us, some of the discussions that have gone on in this
matter .
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C'JTTRELL

I think that's a fair question.

HEADY
The chronology that is referred to is about
an eight- or nine-page single-spaced document, as I
recall.
That is available.
It can be read now if you
want it read.
(Several faculty members were replying "no".)
HEADY

Mr . Van Dresser.

VAN DRESSER
I hear an awful lot of words and
not being privy to any private information, I might
offer as a hint that people might be beating around the
bush because Con Con will be over shortly and I suspect
that the Regents would be much more amenable to listening to any kind of proposal after Con Con is finished.
HEADY

Professor Hoyt .

HOYT
Just to clarify any possible misunderstandings from things that have been said.

I don't think I am privy to any special information on this.
There's certainly no assurance of
any kind, or I have no indication as to what action the
Regents will take on the petition for rehearing.
I
don'tknow whether this procedure will work or not, but
I think it ought to be tried.
(Several faculty members were calling for the
question.)
HEADY

Mr. Walker is asking for the f1oor.

WALKER ~ I want to r espond to the gentleman who
asked whether the Regents delegate power, whether they
had violated the delegation .
In doing that, I must
speak to the Attorney General ' s opinion.
I do care about law and I don't want you to
think it's as stupid as it first might appear on this
issue.
I think it's very difficult to give someone the
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power and arrange it so he cannot delegate it.
I find
I find that when I read how the Regents get their
power, that they certainly can and, as a practical and
functional power, almost must delegate some of it in
order for the University to operate at all.
I would
suggest that the Attorney General 's opinion must have
used the language that while the Regents can delegate
power, they cannot avoid ultimate responsibility for what
is done under that de legation . However, the law is
very familiar with this kind of problem and when the
authority has power and delegates it to someone else,
there are certain rules involved with the delegation and
if we are to live in a society of rules, the person who
makes the delegation himself surely is subject to
following rules, as is the delegate, as are the rest of
us .
If the Regents want to wi thdraw that delegati on
of power to the faculty committee, let them go about it
properly. But it upsets me terribly that they delegate
the power, and that they come in and second-guess the
Cammi ttee without in the rneant'irne revoking their dele gation of power. This does not mean , by the way, that
they have no control over the Committee.
I am sure
that there's provisions for the Regents looking for
procedurally at what and how the Committee arrived at
their -- how the Committee arrived at their work product.
If the Committee is going off looking at the moon and
then corning back saying something about New Mexico
Quarterly I presume the Regents, because they have
ultimate responsibility, can take some action there.
But, to simply second-guess their substantive
decision without revoking their power to delegate with
this problem is objectionable.
HEADY

Professor Hamilton.

HAMILTON
I certainly did not mean to impugn
the law school or the law .
I have respect for the
law. But I would like to point out what is involved.
We cannot accept as a faculty a position in
which we assume or allow the Regents to rule on what
shall be taught, what shall be published, and so on .
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~maybe that they are on good legal grounds and it
may be that they can find excellent attorneys and legal
minds to defend them.
But we, in the name of the faculty,
in the name of the academic freedom and what I have heard
here a little bit about the quest for truth, will not
accept that kind of thing, nor have we in the past, nor
have those associates which have spoken for the academic
point of view such as the A.A.U.P. ever accepted the law
that would allow a Board of Regents of the south to
suppress what the faculty teaches and so on.
That will
not be accepted as faculty people.
Faculty people in
the quest for truth, freedom, or what have you.
That
is the point I was trying to make.
HEADY

Professor Howarth.

HOWARTH
I want to support Professor Hoyt's
resolution.
I have confidence that the Policy Committee
will present the case for rec~deration as skillfully
as possible to the Regents, asAProfessor Kanowitz.
I also have hope that the Regents will reconsider.
If
they don't, then I think we, as a faculty, can take it
up again and have another crack at it and I move the
previous question.
(There were several seconds.)
HEADY
The question has been moved.
This is
not debatable.
It calls for a two-thirds vote for
adoption.
those in favor please say "aye"; opposed
"no".
The motion is carried.
We will now vote on Professor Hoyt's resolution.
Those in favor please say "aye"; opposed "no". The motion
is carried.
That concludes the agenda.
to adjourn?
FACULTY MEMBER

Is there a motion

Move we adjourn.

Adjournment, 5:17 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

0

John N. D ~ i e
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. .. .,

Max David Withrow
·Alan Roger Sinclair

Daniel Rayburn Armstrong
David Chu

Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering

Tatoul Badalian

Paul Alfred Duran
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
Bachelor of Arts in Education

'Patsy· Ann ·.TOI!1pkins Allbritton

Roselyn ·Pistor'Bellah
*with distinction

Major
English
English

Currie.
Minor
l
Home Economics Sec Ed
German
Sec Ee
r

~
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION (Continued)

':

Bachelor of Arts in Education (Continued)
Major
Joan Shirley Bronson
Art Education
F. Jannette Rossetti BurtchamHistory
Rebecca Atkinson Courtney
English
Marilyn Gay Cushnie
History
Leland Webb Dawson, Jr.
History
Bonnie Johnstone Geer
Virginia Sue Horton
John E. Keithly
Marc Lee Klugman
Michael Anthony Kunikis
Robert Lewis Love
Sharon Kathleen McDuff
Carolyn Jean Osborne
Elizabeth Joanne Poe
Harry Neal R~lkin
Toni Ruth Saunders
Clarence Ray Shoemaker
Alexander James Souter

English
History
Social Studies Composite
Social Studies Composite
History
Political Science
English
English
Communication Arts
Composite
Political Science
Art Education
Social Studies Composite
Political Science

Thomas Andrew Thiesen
Irene Rose Thomson
Carolyn June Vander Muellen
Harriet L. Urban White

Social Studies Composite
English
Art Education
Spanish

Minor
Biology
Psychology
History
English
Political
Science
Speech
English
None
None
English
Economics
History
Psychology

Currie.
Art Ed
Sec Ed
Sec Ed
Sec Ed
Sec
Sec
Sec
Sec
Sec
Sec
Sec
Sec
Sec

Ed

Speech & English
Sociology
English
History
Business
Education
None
Speech
None
Bilingual
Education

Sec
Sec
Art
Sec

Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed

Sec
Sec
Sec
Art

Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed

Ed

Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed

Ed
Ed

Sec Ed

Bachelor of Science in Education
Mary Katherine Baron
Susan Bedard
Patricia Lynn Bolton

Elementary Education
Elementary Education
Elementary Education

Linda Frances Bowen
Pauline Montoy~ Brummell
Deborah Owens Cain

Elementary Education
Elementary Education
Elementary Education

Lynne Eakin Clevenger
Annette C orbeille
Alice Schub Crockett

Elementary Education
Elementary Education
Elementary Education

Psychology
El
History and
Political Science
Composite
El
Social Studies
El
Composite
Health Education El
El
Art Education
Special
El
Education
El
Music
El
History
Social Studies
El
Composite

Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed

Ed

5
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION (Continued)
Bachelor of Science in Education (Continued)
Patricia Anne Evans

Major
Elementary Education

Marie Josephine Garcia
Mary Thomas Greenslet
J. Frances T. Langford
Marquita L. Lobato

Elementary
Elementary
Elementary
Elementary

Carolyn Horne Lucero
Vonnie K. Lynch

Elementary Education
Life Science Composite

Margaret Rita Malone
Mary Jean Martin

Elementary Education
Elementary Education

Education
Education
Education
Education

Filadelfio Ernesto Miera II
Business Education
Anita Rafelita Sanchez Padilla Elementary Education
Caryl Smutz Putnam
Elementary Education
Carmela Mae Randack
Business Kduoatfon
Donna May Smith
Elementary Education
Evelyn· Elaine Smith
Elementary Education
Nancy Jane Storey
Elementary Education
Kristin Michael Thompson
Business Education
Mary Jane Davidson Weaver
Elementary Education
Bertie June Arnold Wolfe
Elementary Education

Minor
Currie
Spanish/
Portuguese
El Ed
Composite
Music Education El Ed
Music Education El Ed
El Ed
English
Social Studies
Composite
El Ed
English
El Ed
Biology and
Psychology
Sec Ed
El Ed
History
History and Art
Education
Composite
El Ed
Music Education Sec Ed
El Ed
History
El Ed
Art Education
History
Sec Ed
Home Economics
El Ed
English
El Ed
Home Economics
El Ed
?olitical Science Sec Ed
English
El Ed
Speech
El Ed

Bachelor of Arts in Recreation
John McCormick Cutcher

Recreation

None

Recrea

Bachelor of Science in Home Economics Education
*Jo Anne Ruth Castonguay
Katherine Lee Fluke
Mary Ann Williams

Home Economics Composite
Home Economics
Home Economics

H E.c Ee. E
None
H
Ee Ed .
None
Business Education H Ee~-

Bachelor of Science in Industrial Arts Education
John Donald Schick

* With distinction

Industrial Arts

None

Sec Ed

Candidates for Degrees, 1969 Summer Session
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION (Continued)
Bachelor of Science in Health and Physical Education
Major
Health
Health
Health
Health
Health

Michael Allen Jeffrey
Leslie Loretta Kirchner
Michael A. Martinez
Gail Hudson Miller
Joseph Alan Powdrell

lTerry
Kristine Zahm
Lee Schaafsma
'~

and
and
and
and
and

Physical
Physical
Physical
Physical
Physical

Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed
Ed

Health and Physical Ed
Health and Physical Ed

Minor
None
Biology
Biology
None
Athletic
Coaching
None
Athletic
Coaching

Currie
H & PE
H & PE
H & PE
H & PE
H & PE
H & PE
H & PE

COLLEGE OF FINE ARTS
Bachelor of Arts in Fine Arts
John Raymond Tansey
Bachelor of Fine Arts in Art
Richard Edward Blattman
George Robert Dalphin

Joanne Marie Smith
Susan Brown Stecklein
Walter J. Strasser

Calene Kay Stromberg Ketchum

Bachelor of Music
Cassondra Jean Moran
Bachelor of Architecture
Delbert Paul Jack
(For COLLEGE OF PHARMACY see page 12)

..

SCHOOL OF BUSINESS AND ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCES

I •

Bachelor of Business Administration
Briggs Fortune Cheney
Carol McCullough Godding
Howard Richard Holt
Daniel Lee McCarthy
Kester LaFel Oman
Joseph Eugene Ross, Jr.

Concentration
General Business
Marketing
General Business
Industrial Administration
Finance
Accounting
General Business
Accounting

Candidates for Degrees, 1969 Summer Session
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COLLEGE OF NURSING
Bachelor of Science in Nursing
Linda Lou Eyerly

Reta Marie King
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE
Bachelor of University Studies

Jacqueline Marie Binford
Lou Ann Shurbet Menapace
Dennis Ray Miller

John H. Smith
Anthony Steven Tiano

SCHOOL OF LAW
Juris Doctor
Peter Thomas White

GRADUATE SCHOOL
Master of Arts

··.

.

Alicia Nelly Alarcon
Betty Comer Anders
Frank B. Baca
Mary Caroline Baxter
Richard Herbert Beaupre
Muriel Chenburg Beaven
Kent Laverne Bennett
Milo Ellis Bishop
James Patterson Bradley
Walter Lawrence Brock
Carolyn Brown
Sister Ann Pauline Brunelli,
William Rogers Buchanan, Jr.
David Edward Buge
James Anthony Campanella
Barbara Ann Ballard Carroll
Martin J. Cassano
Hugh Fenton Chapin
Shelby James Copeland
Clark Richard Corbridge
Ralph Allen Dean
Joseph Micahel Denas
Merrillee Ann Dolan
Rosalie M:lggio Donofrio
Orlando Prancisco Esparza

s.

C.

Major
Spanish
Elementary Education
Elementary Education
Speech
History
Secondary Education
Special Education
Speech
Secondary Education
Educational Administration
Guidance
Educational Administration
Guidance
Anthropology
Educational Administration
Guidance
Psychology
Special Education
Guidance
Mathematics
Guidance
History
Political Science
Guidance
Educational Administration

: ,,
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GRADUATE SCHOOL (Continued)
Master of Arts (Continued)

.
t

';

John Charles Epler
Cipriano Donaciano Esquibel
Joyce Marie Gattas
Harold Russell Goff II
Herbert David Graubard
Susan Adelaide Gregory
Harris Myron Griffin
Roy Einar Gronquist
Saul Hanono
Julia Anne Harris
Deborah Hegberg Heer
Jerry Wayne Hill
Robert Kermit Hill, Jr.
Patricia Sue Holder
Jeanne Mayberry Howard
Jeanne Burress Hubert
Eve Chirigos Iacoletti
Ernest Milton Jaramillo
Thelma Jean Greenwood Kelley
Katherine Conway Knight
Paul i· arren Kravagna
Bartie Lee Lewis, Jr.
Clifton McDonald Lewis
Natalie Jean Mackler
Betty Crews Marinsek
Esther Melendres Marquez
Waburn Dewey Martin
Aurelia Laura Martinez
Carol Stella Martinez
David Leon Mathieu
Sandra Jean Mayer
Diane Louise McAdams
Sister Martha Jean McGarry
Kathleen Eustelle McNerney
Donald Eugene Metzler
Donna Adelaide Miller
Leonard Richard Miller
Evelyn Marie Mills
Sharon Lynne Mitchell
Clifford Owen horgan, Jr.
Charles J. Murphy
Nadynne Bennitt Myers
Gustav Kwasi Ntiforo
Lawrence Gordon O'Kelley
James Michael Oliker
Jannine Anne Perkins
Jimmie Rains Lueder

Major
Political Science
Educational Administration
Guidance
Educational Administration
Recreation
Secondary Education
Special Education
Speech
Economics
Guidance
Spanish
Educational Admini t:ration
History
Guidance
Elementary Education
Secondary Education
Secondary Education
Educational Administration
Elementary Education
Special Education
Art Education
Spanish
Spanish
Anthropology
Guidance
Elementary Education
Spanish
Guidance
Guidance
Educational Administration
English
English
Elementary Education
Spanish
History
Guidance
Recreation
Elementary Education
Special Education
Guidance
Educational Administration
Speech
art Education
English
English
Psychology
Elementary Education

Candidates for Degrees, 1969 Summer Session
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GRADUATE SCHOOL (Continued)
Master of Arts (Continued)
Rhoda Rudd Prall
Raymond LaBounty Puffer
Peter Thomas Radcliffe
Margaret Helen Rasmussen
Kim Thompson Rawlinson
Elizabeth Branch Reid
Mary Gray Riege
Evelyn R. Dittfurth Roberts
Jane Elizabeth Roberts
Richard J.B. Romero
Mary Louise Stubbs Ross
Mary Ellen S. Schellenbaum
Alain Michel Serieyssol
Patricia Davis Sherrill
Magdalene Paraskevas Singer
Sarm:ny Soto, Jr.
Joy Watson Southard
Thomas Breece Stribling
Barbara Litchfield Stubbs
Margaret Pick Stump
Peter Anthony Suazo, Jr.
Dolores Kallas Sundt
Jeanette McDonald Thompson
Nancy M. Van Meter
Joseph Vinovich
John Thomas Ward
Ann Thompson Watters
Sylvia Goode Watts
Patricia Wade Wiles
Antonio Ugarte Wilstermann
Sister Catherine Mary Zacharias
Ann S. Ziegler

Major
Secondary Education
Histvry
French
Elementary Education
Mathematics

Special Education
Sociology
Elem ntary Eduction
Sp ech
English
Secondary Eduction
S condary Education
French
Special Education
El mentary Eduction
Guitlanc

Elemen ary Eduction
Comparative Li era ur
Special Educa ion
Guidance
Guidanc
Secondary Eduction
Guidance
French
Speech
Educational dministr tion
Secondary Education
Special Education
Elementary Eduction
Anthropology
Elementary Education
Elementary Education

Master of Science
Mary Myers Barr
Don Wayne Batie
Asbok Kumar R. Bizzul
Frederick Gaudenz Broell
Peter Louis Bussolini
Solomon P. Chavez
Waneta Kay Coester
Philip Jay Cooper
Robert Eugene DeWitt
ewton Creig Fawcett

Biology
Physical Education
Electrical Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Civil Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Biology
Physics
Physical Education
Chemistry

70
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GRADUATE SCHOOL (Continued)

'··.

Master of Science {Continued)
Major
Douglas Iver Hanson
Civil Engineering
Waneta Wright Jenkins
Physical Education
Gail Conrad Kobetich
Biology
Mildred Lurlene McQueary
Chemistry
Kenneth Lloyd Medley
Physical Education
William Edward Merritt, Jr.
Civil Engineering
Ronald Alan Montalto
Physical Education
Gerald Ray Mozer
Electrical Engineering
Feliz Seville Nunez
Biology
John William Petersen
Geology
Charles Paul Roberts
Physical Education
Laverne Eugene Romesberg
Mechanical Engineering
Physical Education
Paul Clifford Sackett, Jr.
Sarah Sue Young
Physical Education
Master of Business Administration
Harry Milton Davidson
Newman Smith Peery, Jr.
Mark Seiler

Business Administration
Business Administration
Business Administration
Master of Music

Kara Jo Anderson

Applied Music
Master of Music Education

Janice Pietrowski

Karin Gunderson Pugh

Master of Arts in Teaching Home Economics
Betty McKelvey Klassen
Master of Arts in Teaching Business Subjects
Essie Thomas Abbott
Romara De Rusha Carter
Viola N. Chavez Cropp

Sherian Herndon Lyles
William Roger Moore
Nancy Moeding Sanchez

Master of Arts in Teaching Industrial Subjects
Raymond Clifford Hannah
James H. Parnell

Allen De Voy Ryan

Candidates for Degrees, 1969 Summer Session
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GRADUATE SCHOOL {Continued)
Master of Arts in Teaching Science
Howard Richard Broemner II
Master of Arts in

Teaching Mathematics

Pauline Margaret Kasper
William I. Lustbader
J. Logan Mccown
Terrance Ray Mickle
arner Douglas Nelson
Charles James Porter
Stephen Richard Radosevich

Gary Evan Riter
Steve Willis Seward
Robert Ervin Smotherman
Genevieve Szczepaniak
Robert Ray Thomas
Terrence Grant Waddell
Richard Lewis Watson

Master of Arts in Teaching Spanish
Emma de la Rosa Lyons
Elena F. Rodriguez-Mena

Neddy Augustin Vigil
Doctor of Education

Fay Frances Bowren
Judith Harkness Dettre
Gordon Alexander Leslie Edwards
Daniel Edward Ficek
Maurice Edward Hamilton
George Taylor Prigmore
Richard James Ronan

Major
Pupil Personnel Services
Pupil Personnel Services
Curriculum and Instruction
Pupil Personnel Services
Administration and Sup rvision
Administration and Supervision
Curriculum and Instruction

Doctor of Philosophy
Taylor Alderman
James Willi~m Burgmeier
William Burchard Cogswell
John Charles Cook
James Dale Cramer
Ben Douglas Gay
Susan B. Gordon
Charles Dennis Irwin, Jr.
Ezzat Abdulmajeed Khattab
Thomas Jeffrey La Belle
.•,

Gary Robert Livermore
Sang Fi Moon
William Edward Orser
H. Frederick Pomeroy

English
Mathematics
English
Education: Curriculum and
Instruction
Physics
Mechanical Engineering
Education: Curriculum and
Instruction
Geology
English
Education: Curriculum and
Instruction
Education: Pupil Personnel
Services
Electrical Engineering
American Studies
Education: Administration and
Supervision

I

2

I
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Candidates for Degrees, 1969 Summer Session
GRADUATE SCHOOL (Continued)
Doctor of Philosophy (Continued)

Major
Civil Engineering
Mathemetics
Mathematics
Education: Administration and
Supervision
Education: Pupil Personnel
Services
Psychology
History
Education: Foundations of
Education
English
Anthropology

Satwant Singh Rihal
Andrew Yankey Schoene
Gustavus James Simmons
James Stimson
Gregory Trujillo
Arthur Charles Vicory
Ralph Harold Vigil
David George Wangler
Nancy Nairn Warr
Shirley Hill Witt

COLLEGE OF PHARMACY
Bachelor of Science in Pharmacy
Ralph Elliott Krolik

•

I

f

I: I

---------------·

PROPOSED REVISIONS IN ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND TENURE POLICY
(for clarification)
Section]..
1.

The last sentence of the preamble now reads: "With
the exception of temporary and part-time teaching
staff, all appointments to the rank of instructor
or higher shall be probationary."
We would like to make it clear that lecturers are
not intended to be included in the probationary
ranks, so the suggested rewording for the sentence
is: "With the exception of temporary and part-time
teaching staff, all appointments to the rank of
instructor, assistant profes~, associate professor,
.Q!. professor shall be probationary."

2.

The present wording of Section 3(c) does not
indicate precisely what was intended. It is
recommended that the section be reworded as
follows (old wording crossed out, new wording
underscored): "Once established, the duration
of the probationary period shall not be extended.
The running of the probationary period may shall,
however, be suspended when a faculty member is on
leave of absence for work on an advanced degree e~
.fill5! ma~ ~-2.,\.!_s~ended in cases where an absence from
crunpus would demonstrably interfere with the proper
evaluation of the member's progress toward permanent
tenure in the opinion of the dean and a majority of
the tenured members of the department."

NOTE: Attachm~nts referred to herein are on file with the
University S~cretary.
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEtAl tlEXICO

May 27, 1969
The Faculty Policy Committee
Professor Hubert Alexander, Chairman
Gentlemen:
The ad hoc committee for the review of the role of the ROTC at

um·I has completed its investigation and is hereby forwarding its
report. The report contains our history and proceedings, our conclusions
(including both majority and minority conclusions), and
our unanimous recommendations.
In addition to the attached recommendations, we further reconunend
that this report be presented to the faculty for action on it. We
also recommend that it be made public in whatever way your committee
deems appropriate. We believe that it will be in t h e best interests
of the University to publicize the report, but we do not presume to
establish the time or means of the publication.
The committee wishes to emphasize that its recoromendations of
changes in the procedures used in appointing staff members of the ROTC
units do not imply c~iti.cism of any members of those staffs. Neith er
s hould our recommendations be taken as a ~riticism of the University
~dministration or any part of it. ~e believe that our recommendations ,
if followed, will improve the programs, and we hope that .they will
be taken in that spirit.
Unless the E'aculty Policy Committee indicates otherwise to the
chairman of this ad hoc committee, the committee will consider itself
discharged.
~ ~
Sincerely,
Garo Antreasian
Robert Aragon
John Campbell
Thomas Christopher
Richard Dove
Harold D. Drummond
Kenneth Gibson
Sandra Heide
Karl Koenig
Marvin L. Riedesel
Derek Shannon
George P. Springer
James L. Thorson,
Chairman

REPORT OF THE
I.

l'i.D

HOC COf 1MITTEE FOR THE REVIEW OF THE ROLE OF ROTC AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEX ICO
1

HISTORY AND PROCEEDINGS OF THE COMHITTEE

The ad hoc committee for the review of the Reserve Officer Training
units (ROTC)at the University of New Mexico was formed by the Faculty
Policy Committee and reported to the University faculty by a memorandum of February 25, 1969. The committee consisted of Professors
Garo Antreasian, John Campbell, Harold Drummond, Karl Koenig, Marvin
Riedesel, and James Thorson, chairman. The administration members
of the committee were deans Thomas Christopher, Richard Dove, and
George Springer. Students Robert Aragon, Ken Gibson, Derek Shannon,
and Sandra Heide were appointed to the committee with the understanding
that only three of them would vote on any issues which the committee
put to a vote.
The first roeeting of the committee was held on March 4, when it was
decided that there was a great deal of factual information which
the committee needed to have before it \t:ould be ready to hold open
hearings. Mimeographed informal summary minutes of that meeting
and of the subsequent meetings of March 13 and March 25 are appended
to this report, as attachments 1, 2, and 3.
The committee sought factual information about the operations of the
ROTC units from the commanding officers of the units first. The
reply of the Naval ROTC commanding officer is contained in the
envelope listed as attachment 4, with the letter of request clipped
~o the outside of it. The reply of the Air Force commanding officer
is the envelope marked attachment 5. Questions concerning the
procedures of appointing faculty to the units and about academic
c~edit being granted by the colleges were addressed to the Academic
Vice President and the various academic deans. Their replies are
~ttachments 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11. Attachment 12 is some further
information and contracts for the Naval ROTC unit. Most of our
conclusions are based on these materials. The commanding officers
of the ROTC units were asked to respond to two rather broad questions
concerning the academic freedom of the staff and students in the
ROTC programs. They submitted written answers to the questions
which are attachments 13 and 14.
An open meeting of the committee was held on April 23 in the evening
to solicit opinions from members of the University community. We
heard from 12 people representing a wide spectrum of views. Most
of those speaking were in favor of retaining the program. The
Committee also entertained written opinions, which it received from
some individuals and in the form of a petition signed by 120 faculty
and.staff members. The petition declares its support for the continuation of AFUOTC and NROTC on this campus substantially as presently
constituted. The committee believes that it is its duty to weigh
£hese opinions in arriving at its recommendation, but they have not
een appended to this report.
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II.

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE PRESENT OPERATION OF THE ROTC UNITS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

A.

Majority Conclusions

The Naval ROTC unit was established by contract with the University
originally in 1940 and is currently operating under a contract to
f:)rovide services date!.l August 21, 1968, a copy of which is included
in attachment 12.
The Air Force ROTC unit was established at the University in July,
1949. The current operating contract is dated September 6, 1968, a
copy of which is included in attachment 5.
The enrollment of the Navy program is currently about 250, while the
Air Force currently enrolls 35 cadets. The Navy program provides
rather substantial financial benefits for its enrollees in addition
to its training and career opportunities. The Air Force provides
fewer financial benefits for the students, The committee learned that
the commanding officers operated "on the level of deans, ·and appointments of faculty to their staffs have been left to their discretion,
just as appointments below the rank of professor are settled at the
chairman and dean level."
(Attachment 6) Apparently, no military
faculty member from the ROTC units has had any questions raised about
his academic performance which required the attention of the Academic
Vice President.
The committee asked the various academic deans about their practices
in granting academic credit for ~OTC courses in the colleges and
whether they had in fact ever made any evaluation of those courses
for academic credit. The responses received fro~ most of the colleges
revealed a variety of practices. The College of Arts and Sciences,
for instance, allows full credit for such courses and even has a
minor in Naval Science. The College of Engineering allows a maximum
of six hours of credit after careful evaluation of the individual
case to see if the course offered does satisfy the technical option
of the student.
The committee has concerned itself with the national impact of the
ROTC on national defense and on the military services as well as
with the operations of the ROTC units on this campus. There are
many arguments, both for and against the presence of voluntary ROTC
units on t!1is catnpus. The committee has tried to evaluate these
and recognizes essentially two alternatives: to exclude the ROTC
units from full participation in the academic community, or to include
them and offer recommendations for their improvement. On balance,
the committee concludes that, though some may question the academic
merit of the programs as now constituted, they should be retained with
some changes. These changes are not recommended as a quid pro quo,
but rather as desirable modifications which should improve the
°JJ.oetails of the benefits in both programs are found in attachments

4 ands.
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programs and assure more University supervision of them.
B.

Minority Conclusions

Although established as part of the Morrell Act, ROTC was initiated
during and after World Nar II in an atmosphere of emergency. Like
so many governmental programs, ROTC has expanded beyond its original
function and become a permanent part of the military procurement
process.
Inasmuch as this was not the intention of many who approved the
original program, it is the responsibility of the university
community and facultyt;, re-examine the program and determine if
the present structure of ROTC conforms to the traditions and functions
of a university in peacetime. Other universities around the country
are now also in the process of re-examining their ROTC programs and
several of the Nation's leading institutions, including Harvard, Yale,
and Stanford, have already begun to phase out the military training
part of the program insofar as academic credit is concerned.
One of the common reasons given for phasing out the old program is
that many military training courses are not of sufficient academic
merit to warrant credit toward a normal degree program. Another is
that university staff appointments are given military officers that
; normally do not have academic credentials equivalent to other
members of the teaching faculty. These reasons may be partially valid
but this is not the chief cause of concern of those preparing·this
minority report.
Our principal concern is that the nature of the chartering contract
and the administrative procedures involving staff appointment, course
content, curriculum, and general program are separate from the regular
academic university and under the jurisdiction and control of the
Department of Defense. Under the present contract, the university,
in effect, operates as a branch of this government agency even in
a~a~emic matters. The fact that the subject matter pertains to
military activities is not the critical issue. Rather, it is the
fact that the program departs significantly from general university
tradition and policy toward autonomy of academic programs.
The above limitation is serious and has led to some unusual practices
and problems within the university. It means that the method of
staff appointment is not subject to faculty jurisdiction. It means
that the curriculum is beyond faculty responsibility, and it means
that staff members are not subject to the usual rules of advancement,
tenure, and consultation with peers that accompany decisions on rank
and tenure. Instead of being accountable to his own professional
colleagues within the university and in the academic community in
general, ~e ROTC staff member is first accountable as an officer in
the iU'rned forces.
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The ROTC pro9ram, as it exists, is not subject to the same safeguards
that help assure independent action and thought and that must be a
part of any university community. The program is not subject to the
same safeguards that allow a university to keep its autonomy in tines
of crisis and to adapt internally to changing needs and conditions.
It is quite apparent that the present ROTC program is neither
academically nor administratively a part of the academic university.
The most prominent arryument in favor of keeping academic credit for
OTC programs has been that the university colllr.lunity has a humanizing
influence on the military. This line of reasoning does not relieve
the university of its responsibility for preserving its autonomy,
even (or especially) in military matters and it overlooks the
possibility that an off-campus program would have the same effect.
If the faculty feels that military matters are within the purview of
university responsibility, then it may establish its own program or
<lepartment, subject to the same safeguards as the others. Then there
would be a basis for cooperating with national programs.
The authors of this minority report are not attempting to pass
judgement on the armed forces or trying to obstruct the recruitment
of officers. There is no intention of keeping a single UNM student
from receiving financial aid or from serving in the armed forces orm::m
participating in an ROTC program that uses universit facilities
as do other groups and agencies. We do, however, find that the
original ROTC program, adopted mainly in an emergency atmosphere,
has not been adapted to fit the unique and important tradition of
university autonomy.
III.

RecoinI!\endations

A. The committee recommends that the University continue the
co~tractual arrangement enabling the ROTC to teach courses in ~he
University and that those courses be permitted to carry academic
credit. The committee further recommends that the several colleges
of t~e U~iversity thoroughly re-examine at regular intervals the
7red1t given within their colleges for their degree.programs to see
if the ROTC courses contribute significantly to their degrees.

B. Since the Dresent operation of the ROTC units is not directly
overseen by any academic dean, yet the courses carry academic ~redit,
the committee recommends that the Academic Vice President require
se~ection and appointment procedures for the Pro~e~sor of Naval
Science and the Professor of Aerospace Studies similar to those
f?llowed in the appointment of academic deans. Normally this ~rocedure
~ill include a search for a qualified person or persons,.and will
~nclude personal interviews on campus. Lower level appointments
in the ROTC units should be made using procedures parallel to those
u~ed in other colleges for similar level appointments. Normally this
w111 include selection from among several candidates for the appointment and interviews on campus.
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c.

This committee tas not concerned itself with the details of the
curricula of the ROTC units, but it recommends that the office of
the Academic Vice President establish procedures for a periodic
review of these curricula as the colleges review the curricula of
their constituent departments. This revie ! should be conducted with
faculty consultation, including both ROTC and non-ROTC faculty.

If the Faculty and Regents approve the above recommendations we
trust that satisfactory progress toward instituting these procedures
will be apparent by the end of the first semester, 1969-70. We
t herefore recommend that the Faculty Policy Committee make a report
to the Faculty concerning such progress at the first general Faculty
meeting in the second semester, 1969-70. If no .progress has been made
by that time, this committee recommends that a committee of faculty,
students, and administration be constituted by the Faculty to
consider possible removal of academic credit for courses in military
training and education beginning with the incoming freshman class
of 1971.
D.

NEW MEXICO QUARTERLY

Res,,lution:
1.

The faculty strongly expresses its concern
about the Regents• decision against distribution of the final issue of the New
Mexico Quarterly and indorses the proceedings
which are underway through appropriate committees of the faculty to request reconsideration of the matter by the Regents.

2.

The Faculty affirms its intention to keep
this matter under active consideration pending
satigfactory· resolution. ·
(Signed)
Edwin c. Hoyt
Harold v. Rhodes
Robert J. Sickels
Alfred L. Parker
Frank w. Ikle
Joseph B. Zavadil
Harold D. Drununond
John L. Howarth
Howard c. Bryant
Clinton Adams
D~nald McRae
Bainbridge Bunting

